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ABSTRACT 

The first phase of a monitoring project to evaluate 
the implementation of the Chicago Reform Act* with a focus on the 
process of securing school participation in the study, is described 
in this report. Twelve schools out of a random stratified sample of 
16 schools agreed to participate in the study, which was to consist 
of interviews and classroom observation. The high degree of time and 
involvement required in the school recruiting stage was found to be 
consistent with the gradual nature of restructuring efforts. The 
principal was identified as crucial in securing local council 
approval. Awareness of the influential roles played by principals, 
local school council chairs, and teachers; council member 
characteristics; and the decision-making styles of different councils 
is suggested for improving the recruitment process. (LMI) 
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John Boston, Cheryl Johnson, and Jesse Quails made the preparation, contacts and requests to 
schools to participate in an in-depth study as described in Ms paper. Danyl Ford used their 
field notes aid a brief overview prepared ealier to write this report 
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MoBitoriif Project Overview 
And latiodvction 



The Chicago Panel on Public School Poli^ and Finance is embarking on an 
ambitious five year project to monitor and conduct research on the ia4>lementation of the 
Chicago School Reform Act The initial focus of the monitoring project, is on the 
composition and operation of the Local School Councils (LSCsX the development of school 
based management (SBM) and increased local governance, exiramsion of leadership roles 
in the schools, and tiie development of the school inq>rovement plans. During subsequent 
years of this study, the emphasis will shift from governance to inq>lementation issues, 
induding the in^lementation of any new instructional practices. During the final years of 
the project, the en^hasis will be on documenting inq>rovenients in the sdiools. This paper 
reports on the first phase of the monitoring [nroject In particular, it describes the process 
of inviting schook to participate in tiiis study and suggests what we may attend to dosely as 
we conduct our research. 

Our plan for Monitoring School Reform in Chicago calls for intensive study of sixteen 
schools. Using a random sample stratified by race and region, we identified 48 sdiools as 
possible partidpants-three sets of sixteen sdiook meeting the sanq;>ling requirements. We 
first q^roached schools by phone and set up qipointments to meet with the prindpaL Two 
Panel staff members met with tiie prindpal (and in many instances, the LSC chairperson) 
to discuss our study. One staff member subsequent^ remained in contact with eadi sdiool, 
attempting to secure its partidpation. 

Specifically, we explained that in order to condud this monitoring and research 
project, we wanted to condud interviews with the principal, selected teachers, stafi^ parents, 
and students; and observe all Local School Council meetings, and some &culty meetings. 
Professional Personnel Advisory Committee (PPAC) meetings, and odier sdibol events. 
Given the extensive nature of our monitoring plan, LSC members had nmdi to consider 
when dedding whether to partidpate. 

By March of 1990, after discussing tiiis study witii eighteen schools, a total of twelve 
schook ha^ formally agreed to partidpate. At that time we dedded to concentrate our 
efforts on studying these tweWe instead of continuing to spend time on securing the 
partidpation of additional schools. (We are also attendiitg the LSC meetings at one other 
elementary school tiiat we have yet to ask to partidpate. We will ask this school and three 
others to partidpate in September of 1990 when we increase (Mir sanq>le to 16 sdiools.) Hie 
tweWe schook that agreed to partidpate indude eight elementary and four high schools. 
Three other schook officially voted not to partidpate and three remain undedded. 
Although the process of securing schook' partidpiition proved more difficult than 
antidpated, much can be learned from it eqiedally wbe n the process k considered in light 
of the literature on school based management Consequentiy, we will make references to 
thk body of woric as information on our securing partidpation k presented. 
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Findings 



Literature on school based management emphasizes that this form of governance is 
a process which takes time to implement successfully (David 1989), and cautions that 
districts adopting this form of governance cannot txpect to make miyor inq>rovements in a 
short period of time. Consistent with this, we found the imKess oi requesting sdxwls to 
cooperate took more time, effort, and a hi^r dqgree of invohrement than wr had 
anticipated. Most schools required two to tbree months to decide v^ther or not th^ 
wanted to be included in the study, and for many of the LSGs, this was their fint major, and 
sometimes controversial, decision. 

We general^ found that parent and community LSC members were more apt to want 
to participate in our study than were principals and teachers. Even with the general support 
of parents and oonununity members, securing a school^ participation was often a lOQg 
process. On average, we visited each school four to six times between Decemh^ 1989 and 
March 1990. A typical sequence of the process involved in securing a schools participation 
follows: 

-December S, 1989. John Easton (JE) and Jesse Quails (JQ) met with the principal 
of School A to e]q>lain our stud|y and request permissicm to nuike a presentadim to 
the LSC The prindpal «vas receptive, pirtly because of a podthre reaction to a 
previous Panel study, and enck>rsed the idea oi a presentation to the coirndL 

-January 10, 1990. JQ presented our request to the LSC He explained the study 
verbally and distributed written material about it and the Panel's other monitoring 
projects. Althougli the LSC seemed prepared to vote in ftvor of partidpatiiv in the 
study at this meeting, they dedded to table the request untQ the FPAC had been 
informed of and voted on the study. They took this action after one of the teacher 
members of the LSC raised severd questions. 

-January 17, 1990. JE and JQ attended a PPAC meeting that included the entire 
faculty. JE presented the study to a waiy groiq> concerned about posiiible intrusimis 
from outsiders. After the meeting, a teacher leader discussed the negative reactions 
and suggested that we attend a second PPAC meeting. 

-February 2, 1990. JQ returned to the PPAC After the PPAC vented a great deal 
of frustration with school reform (primarily related to the low representation of 
teachers on the LSQ, it voted to support the Panel's proposal. 

-February 7, 1990. The Local School Council unanimously voted to participate in our 
study. 

Although this represents a typical sequence, we also encountered the extremes. In one 
school, we met with the principal in the morning and secured council agreement to 
participate that evening. In another school, we made seven visits and presentations before 
finalfy gaining approval. 

The above sequence is also helpful because it identifies issues which seemed to be 
of key importance in our securing participation of schools. For example, the principal in 
the above sequence greeted us ravorably and endorsed the idea of us making a formal 



presentation to the Local School Council. Generally, where the principal was supportive 
of his/her school participating in the study, we secured formal consent from t^ie ooundL 
^;>ecifically, in seven out of the twelve sdiods which agreed to participate, the prindpals 
eqwressed interest in our woric and were willing to be induded. In one sdKxd, the prindpal 
suted that she felt comfortable with our presentation, that she preferred to present our 
information to the council herself and that she was ocKifident that she could persuade the 
LSC to participate. Similarly, the principal in another school readily agreed to have the 
school participate in our stu(^,.statiDg, The LSC is meeting tonight ill explain the study 
and th^ [LSC members] will qyprove it" The Local Schod Councfl unanim(Nisfy voted to 
participate. 

Bv contrast the schools in whidi principals did not exprtsi an interest were less likely 
to particqwte. In one school, the LSC and its chair seemed receptive to particqwtui^ in the 
stud^, however, because the principal was hesitant the couucO voted ai^dnst particqMUion. 
The LSC chair explained, 1 think the school should participate in the stady, but the 
princy>al does not want to because she has a pdicy that does not allow dassrocnn 
observations." Continuing, the diair stated, "I don't agree with the principal's dosed 
dasaoom policy, but die has a lot of other good programs at the sdiooL" In only one 
sdKX)l (Ud we find a council who voted to partidpate even though the prindpal was 
reluctant about the study. 

This finding-that schools with prindpals supportive of our study were more likely to 
partidpate while those witii prindpals who were not supportive were less likely to 
partidpate~is also consistent with literature on sdxwl based mana^ment In cxdtr for 
school based management to be inq>lemented successfully, this form o{ governance must 
have sources of advoca^, e^iedally from the prindpal's office. Undquest and Mauriel 
(1989) show the inqwrtance of the prindpal in their stucly of school based mana^ment 
In one school district that they studied, they f oimd that it was the prindpal yiho decided 
whether or not the site council would play an advisoiy or decision m^dng role in the scfaooL 
Similarly, in a study of site-based governance in Salt Lake Gty, Utah, Malen and Ogawa 
(1988) have shown that the prindpal wields considerable power in decision making. When 
site councils needed to make deosions, it was most often the professionals (the prindpals 
and teadiers) and not the parents and community members dedded. (This may be the 
result of the selection process for Salt Lake's parent members on the councils. These 
menibers were often selected to serve by prindpals and other leaders from within the 
schools; this may have contributed to their assuming an advisoiy role.) Furthemuve, when 
the professionals needed to make a dedsion, it was most often the prindpal who dedded 
and not the teachers; interesting^, teachers only made decisions when they were dumped 
on them by the prindpal. Prindpals in Salt Lake Qty were able to influence decisions. 
This is consistent with our finding that it was easier to gain partidpation of schools where 
the prindpal was supportive of our work and exerted hb/her influence on the LSC 

The above sequence of securing partidpation is also helpful because it identifies one 
of the concerns most often eiq>ressed by prindpals and LSCs about partidpating in our 
work: concerns over classroom observations. Many txptits have suggested that the Oiicago 
S^od Reform Act must have an inq>act on dassroom practices if the achievement related 
goals are to be met Because of this, the Panel will look at the effects of school reform on 
classroom instruction as part of our observational study. In particular, we are interested in 
questions like "How does school reform affect dassroom instruction?" and "How do new 
(eadiing techniques influence student adiievement and attitude?" In order to address these 



types of ^estiom, we intend to observe teachers and students in their classrooms. As 
stated, this intent posed some problems. 

Principals and teachers ei^ressed their oonoems over the dassroom observational 
oonqmnent of our stud^ in several wi^ and indicated that they felt dassroom observations 
would be intrusive. Principals and teadiers were onoenied about the mraitoring project 
interfering with the real missifm of sdwols: the teadiiqg of cfaildres. As mentioiied above, 
one prinapal enforced a dosed dassroom p^iqTi in another sdwd, twenty of the thirty 
faculty members initially voted against partic^ating in the study because th^ felt that it 
would disrupt sdiool activities; in still another sdiwd, several teadiers expTtsscd concern 
over the Panel entering to observe them in their dasses. (It was later rqwrted to us that the 
faculty o{ this last school voted twenty to twelve againtt partidpating beouise of its concern 
over being observed.) 

Principals and LSC members expressed many other concerns. Council members in 
several sdiooU wanted to know how their particular sdx>d would benefit from partic^pM^^ 
in the Monitoring Project One of these schools spedficalW asked, "Would the Oikago 
Panel help in develq>ing programs for the school?" Councu members at another sdKxd 
questional what type of assistance the Panel would provide in return for their participation. 
In yet another school, the LSC chair asked if the fvatl could jnovide any training for the 
council and whether or not the students could partictpste in the study in any way. Although 
our pat refuse to those asking what th^ might get in return was onty that we could met 
technical assistance in evaluating the scfaiDol's program, no schools seenmsd to be against 
partidpating solely because we could offer little in return. 

LSC members and prindpals were also wary about additional paperwork whidi might 
result if their school partidpated. Others were initialty disturbed over the Monitimng 
Project lasting for five years (this concern was alleviated after we eq>lained that we would 
only seek a one year commitment that would be subject to renewal ead'. subsequent year 
by both the school and the Panel). Still in another school, the princuwl reported to us that 
the LSC had dedded not to partidpate beouise it was "suqridous" of outside organizations. 
(We later learned that this school's LSC had not actualfy made a decision about 
partidpating and that the prindpal just reported to us that the sdiool would not partidpate.) 
Finally, faculty members in one school pressed concerns over our finding and reporting 
information diat did not seem to be directly related to school reform issues. As the 
prindpal explained: Teachers are concerned whether or not reports would include other 
findings that were not included in the initial study." With the exception of the "suspidous" 
school, these concerns were expressed more as passing comments than as real stumbling 
blocks; however, they were real to some LSC members and pnndpals. 

In addition to the concerns over partidpating expressed by LSC members and 
teachers, other interesting findings related to sdiool reform emerged during our attempts 
to secure partidpatioa For example, in one school which voted against partidpating, 
teachers were vehement^ against partidpating in our project This became ^>parent during 
one of our formal presentations at that school when a teadier began to conqilain that 
teachers had been "shut out" of the school reform process. This teacher asked the presenter, 
John Easton, what the Panel would do if the teachers were of^xised to the stu^ but the 
coundl voted to partidpate. When John stated that the Panel would go ahead with the 
smdy, the teacher became angry and stated thai this was proof that no one respected 
teachers. 
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Siinilarly, teadien in another school opressed their disMrtinfartion with sdiool . 
refonn. At this school, we nude t formal |>resentation to an unenthusiastic £uiilty during 
a PPAC meetiog. At the invitation of a teacher repiesepjative on the LSQ we made a 
second presentation to the school's PfAC Duriitt this presentation, the membeft of the 
PPAC vented their frustrations over school rerorm. They eiplained their sense of 
powerlessness because of their opinion that teachers are under-represented on the Local 
Sdiod CoundL Furthermore, they did not like the ooundl being composed oi peogic ^f/bo 
in their view were least equipped to make crucial decisions. Ironical^, after venting these 
frustrations, PPAC members voted overwhelmingly to support our study. Interestingly, the 
Local Schod Council in this schod was initially supportive of our study, but would not vote 
to participate until after the PPAC had been informed of and voted on the stu^. After the 
PPAC voted to support die study, the LSC voted unanimously to participate. This indicatet 
that m this school, me opinion of the ''^>rofessiona]s"~the PPAC-carried weight, and that tiie 
parent vod community representatives mi the council respected the opinion of the fiKulty. 

Another finding occurred in a sdiool which voted to participate in the study even 
though the faculty did not seem ea^er. In an initial LSC vote, tour members &voied 
participating, four abstained from votmg, and <memNnber voted against particqMting^ The 
one vote against was cast by a teadier member of tiie LSC ^Mbo sttted that he had to vote 
according to his constituents, the miy<mly of whom were against participating for all the 
familiar reasons. This identifies an issue that recun in all governing bodies-^i^ther or not 
elected representatives are obliged to vote as their constituents would want ot to vote their 
conscience. This matter may in fact not be resolved for Local School Coundls. 

Still another interesting finding from our attenq>ts to secure particq;>ati(m comes torn 
a principal who believes that school reform has actual^ riduoed parenud partidpaticm in 
her school-contrary to a primary intent reform and sdiod bitted management This 
principal explained that she favcned the omcept of sdxxrf refwm, but that the development 
of Local School Councils has reduced the amoum of parental involvement with the school 
because many of the parents who were previous^ active in sdiod programs were not 
eligible to run for ooundl positions due to die fact that th^ were employed part-time by the 
Bcwrd of Education. Consequently, those who were most active in the life of the sdiod 
o(nild not run for LSC positions without giving up their part-time jobs and no new 
opportunities were created for them to partidpate. 

Furthermore, this same prindpal thought that parents would not be able to fiiUy 
partidpate in school reform because of the needed amount of time that convicting sdiool 
inq)rovement plans would require. She stated that time constraints would hinder parental 
participation. This prindpal's concerns are consistent with the literature on school based 
management which acknowledges that this form of governance does requires a great time 
investment 

We also learned that Local School Councils have been required to make many 
decisions in a short amount of time. Such demands on coundls have resulted in confusion 
at times. For example, in one sdiool Cheiyl Johnson expedtd die council to make a 
decision about paitidpating in our project, but our study was not an agenda item and was 
not discussed during the meeting. After the meeting, Johmon asked the LSC secretary 
whedier die coundl dedded to partidpate; she re^nded that a qiecial meeting would have 
to be called to make that dedsion. Johnson then asked iht prindpal about the sdiool 
making a decision. The prindpal responded that the school had abreaidy voted to be a part 



ERIC 



5 

9 



of our study aiKlth&t a letter sUtin^ this had just been maOedtotte Thesecretaiy 
then ^wlogized to Johnson and said she just did not remember the decision having been 
made. Similarly, the Local School Council chairperson added: "Hiere are so many thmgs 
going on, I forgot too." 

One final point is worth mentioning. An LSC dudr at (me of the schools ^ch 
eventually decided not to participate reacted strongly after noticing the names of one of our 
member organizations. (The Chicago Panel is a coalition (rftwei^ dvic groiqw.) She and 
the sdxwl principal e]q>kdned that thqr had past dealings with this member organiation and 
did not like its tactics. It soon became evident to John Easton, the Panels presenter, that 
this LSC chair would not su^Mrt our study. 

The process of securing sdhools' particqMtion for our In-Depth Observational Study 
has been usefol in identifying issues ^di we mi^ want to attend to dosefy as we omduct 
our research. As ilhistrated, key actors on the councils (the prindpal, the LSC chair, and 
teachers, for exanmle) play influential rdes; we may wish to nxmittHr these people and their 
contributions carenilly. Further,wewillneed towatdithedevelo^nentof therolesofthe 
parent and community members on the coundL We miy also want to piy careful attenti<m 
to the teacher members on the council given their fedings ot poweriessness and under- 
representation. Finally, we might note whether some councils are able to make decisions 
in a more efifident manner than others and tiy to identify why this is the case. Of course, 
there is a myriad of things to be cognizant of as we conduct our research; however, the 
process of securing sdiools' partidpation has provided us with some dues about y/bat is 
going on in the early stages of Chioigo School Reform aikl what we mi^t look for as our 
research proceeds. 
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